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THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 


ITEM NO. ho 


Refer to FileNo 


Planning and Development Department 
71 Main Street West, Hamilton, Ont. L8N 3T4 


Attention of 


Your File No 4454 
REVISED REPORT 


aed 


May 31, 1982 


TO: THE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 


SUBJECT : 


A review of the competitiveness of Hamilton Mountain Industrial 
lands compared with Mississauga and Burlington in terms of land 
availability and cost, zoning by-law requirements, application 

and development processing fees and site plan procedure. 


RECOMMENDATION : 


That this report be received for information purposes. 


Respectfully submitted, a 
se V LQVS 


— 


H. J. Gaasenbeek, M.C.I.P. J. Thoms, M.C.1.P. 
Director of Development Commissioner 


JJZ/EC/ 1p 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2023 with funding from 
Hamilton Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/reviewofcompetatOOunse 


PROJECT: 


Industrial lands comparison between Hamilton, Burlington and 
Mississauga to determine the competitiveness of the City of Hamilton 
mountain industrial lands in the current industrial development 
market with regard to industrial land costs, development 
application processing fees, zoning restrictions and land 
availability, as directed by the Planning and Development Committee 
at the meeting of February 24, 1982. 


APPLICATION PROCESSING: 


An analysis of site plan and subdivision application processing for 
industrial development reveals that Hamilton requires the least fees 
and is by far the least restrictive municipality compared with 
Burlington and Mississauga (see Tables | and 2). 


TABLE 1 
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION AND 
~ PROCESSING FEES ——~CS~S 


Hamilton Burlington Mississauga 

Application and 

Development Fees 

Rezoning 

Processing Fee $100 $250 $175 

O'.PaAs 

Processing Fee - - $125 

Subdivision 

Processing Fee - $100/ac; $500 min; $120/ha. 

(Planning Dept. ) $5,000 max. ($296.5/ac. ) 

Site Plan $250/4,000 m2 

Processing Fees - - (new development ) 
$225/100 m2( additions ) 

Regional Engineering % for tirst. $100;00 

Processing Fees servicing, 3.5% for 

(Subdivisions) - - $100,000-500, 000 
servicing 

Parkland dedication 5% land or cash- 5% land or cash-in- 

Required - in-lieu lieu plus environ- 
mentally sensitive 
land 

Industrial $25,663.) (fac. Tor 

Lot Levies - $2,000/ac. watercourse improve- 
ments 


$2,663.17/ac. for 
road improvements 
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The only fee incurred by industrial development in Hamilton is for 
rezoning approval, and this is significantly less than other 


municipalities. 


Burlington requires $150. more than Hamilton, 


while Mississauga requires $75. more than the City fee. 


Compared to Burlington, Hamilton requires no subdivision 
processing fee, currently has no lot levy and requires no parkland 


dedication for industrial development. 


Hamilton possesses a 


similar advantage over Mississauga regarding these fees. In 
addition, Mississauga industrial development must face site plan 
application fees, Regional Engineering processing fees and 
Official Plan Amendment fees, which neither Hamilton nor 
Burlington require. 


TABLE 2 


INDUSTRIAL SITE PLAN APPLICATION PROCESSING 


Average site 
plan approval 
time 


Site plan 
approval proced- 
ure differences 


Note: 


Hamilton 


2.4 months 


Only require 
drawings; no per- 
formance bonds, 
no formal inter- 
departmental 
staff review 
committee or 
title search 


Burlington 


2-3 months 


Require perforn- 
ance bonds, form- 
alized interdep- 
artmental staff 
review committee, 
registered agree- 
ments on title 


PROCEDURE 


Mississauga 


3-4 months 


Require perform- 
ance bonds, title 
search, formalized 
interdepartmental 
staff review comm- 
ittee, registered 
agreements on title 


The average site plan approval time for Hamilton was derived by 


comparing approval times for all applications received in 1981 for the 


Mountain Industrial Lands. 


The Burlington and Mississauga approval times 


were obtained from estimates made by representative staff officials contacted 


by telephone. 
application. 


The attached appendix provides a chronological history of each 


Of the nine applications submitted in 1981, six (66%) were approved in 2 1/4 
months time or less with an average processing period of 1.45 months. 


Three applications (33%) took longer than 2 1/2 months to finalize due to 
lengthy delays by the applicant in submitting final plans. 
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As Table 2 illustrates, Hamilton has a more streamlined approval 
process compared to the other municipalities. For example, site 
plan approval applicants in Mississauga must deal with 
registration of agreements on title, a formalized 
interdepartmental site plan review committee, and provide more 
documentation than in Hamiltcn. In addition, the Mississauga 
average site plan approval time is approximately one to two months 
longer than that of Hamilton, reflecting the greater complexity 
inherent to the Mississauga approval process. (See Note) 


Formal interdepartmental staff review committees hold regular 
meetings of selected staff representatives from various 
departments and affected agencies to discuss each site plan 
application submitted. 


Although Hamilton and Burlington both have similar average site 
plan approval times, Burlington Council requires submission of 
Site plan approval application material prior to approving a sale 
of City owned industrial land, while Hamilton does not require 
this application until the owner wishes to build. This means 
that, in Burlington, the developer risks the time and expense of 
preparing site plan drawings for a site which the developer may 
not eventually own. 


BY-LAW REQUIREMENTS: 


Although it is difficult to draw a direct comparison concerning 
zoning by-law requirements because of divergent by-law zones and 
related standards, a comparison of zoning by-law requirements 
reveals that the Hamilton Zoning By-law is generally less 
restrictive than the Burlington or Mississauga by-law. For 
example, Hamilton permits greater lot coverage of buildings on the 
site with up to 60% coverage, compared to 50% for either 
Burlington or Mississauga. 


In addition, Hamilton prestige industrial zones (M-Districts) have 
been recently reviewed, and Council has passed a resolution for a 
draft by-law which increases the number of permitted uses in the 
prestige districts. By permitting a broader spectrum of uses, the 
lands become more marketable since a wider range of industries 
have the potential to be located on the prestige industrial lands. 


LAND AVAILABILITY AND COST: 


In terms of industrial land supply, Hamilton has an advantage over 
Burlington and Mississauga in that Hamilton possesses a much 
larger supply of City-owned industrial land. 


At present, the City of Hamilton owns a 200 - 300 acre supply of 
comparatively inexpensive industrial land while the City of 
Burlington only owns 4 lots, and Mississauga has no municipally 
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owned industrial lands. However, it should be noted that Burlington also 
has a supply of approximately 400 serviced acres of privately owned 
industrial land and Mississauga has over 2,000 acres of private 
industrial land. Therefore, availability of industrial land is not a 
problen. 


The advantage of City-owned industrial lands becomes significant 
when related to land prices, as Table 3 illustrates. 


TABLE 3 


INDUSTRIAL LAND PRICES 


Hamilton (Mountain) Burlington Mississauga 
City $40,000-$65,000/ac. $50,000-$55,000/ac. N/A 
Land 
Private 
Land $40, 000-$65,000/ac. $68,000-$110,000/ac. $90, 000-$250,000/ac. 


Compared to Hamilton-owned industrial lands, industrial lands 
owned by Burlington are $10,000 - $15,000 higher in price while 
industrial land available in Mississauga is at least $50,000 more 
per acre than in Hamilton. 


Clearly, City of Hamilton industrial land is much less costly than 
Burlington or Mississauga land, and indicates an advantage to 
Hamilton, particularly in light of the fact that the similarly 
competitively priced Burlington-owned land is in short supply. 


Aside from Burlington and Mississauga, Hamilton faces significant 
competition from Stoney Creek and Brantford which offer industrial 
land for $30,000/ac. and $20,000-$50,000/ac respectively. 


OTHER FACTORS: 


The Real Estate Department has completed a survey comparing real 
estate commissions, construction covenants and minimum building 
area requirements applicable to municipal industrial land sales in 
a number of other municipalities. 
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TABLE 4 
COMPARISON OF MISCELLANEOUS FACTORS 


Real Estate Construction Minimum Building 
Commission Covenants Area Required 
Burlington 5% on first 9 months to start 10,000 sq. ft. per 
$100,000 construction and acre 
4% on $100,000 20 months to com- 
to $200,000 plete from closing 
3% on balance date 
Guelph Same as Burlington 1 year to start 8,700 sq. ft. per 
construction and acre 


2 years to complete 
from closing date 


Hamilton a: Tat ‘S2 6 months to start; 10,000 sq. ft. per 
18 months to com- acre 
plete from closing 
date 

Brantfordy) “arf latuss 1 year to complete 6,500 sq. ft. per 
from closing date acre 


A comparison of the factors illustrated in Table 4 indicates that, while 
there are slight differences between municipalities, the City of Hamilton 
is not significantly different from Burlington in the area of 
construction start-up and completion times and minimum building area 
requirements. In terms of real estate commissions, Hamilton pays a flat 
fee whereas Burlington uses a graduated fee system. This is not viewed 
as being an advantage or disadvantage in terms of attracting industry to 
Hamilton since it is a fee paid by the Municipality to the sales agent. 


Overall, Table 4 would indicate that Hamilton is competitive with other 
area municipalities. 
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CONCLUSIONS : 


In surmary, industrial lands in the City of Hamilton, particularly 
those owned by the City on the mountain, are extremely competitive 
in terms of the following: 


o City of Hamilton owned industrial lands are less expensive 
than Burlington or Mississauga lands, particularly those 
privately owned. 


o Hamilton has an excellent supply of industrial land owned by 
the City, whereas Burlington only has 4 lots and Mississauga 
has no City-owned industrial land. 


oO Hamilton approval processing is almost fee-free, while both 
Burlington and Mississauga approvals involve far more fees. 


0 Hamilton requires no development fees. Both Burlington and 
Mississauga have a full complement of fees. 


Oo Application approval processing is less complex and more 
quickly executed in Hamilton relative to Burlington and 
Mississauga. 


o City zoning restrictions are less severe for industrial 
development and a broader spectrum of permitted uses are 
included compared to Burlington and Mississauga. 


Access to the lands on Hamilton mountain is currently difficult 
relative to industrial lands in other municipalities. Both 

Burlington and Mississauga have industrial lands located with 

superior access and exposure to major highways such as Highway #401, 
Highway #403 and the Q.E.W. These lands are also closer to the Toronto 
market in terms of both time and distance. Once the Redhill Creek 
Freeway and the Mountain Freeway are constructed, access to the 
Hamilton industrial lands will be significantly improved, thereby 
partially eliminating the locational limitations. 
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DA 81-71 


DA 81-54 


DA 81-48 


DA 81-38 


DA 81-34 


DA 81-33 


APPENDIX A 


Summary of 1981 Site Plan Control Applications In 
The Prestige Industrial Districts 


Valentino's Place - south-west corner of Nebo Road and 
Lancing Drive 


Nov. 17/81 - Application made with preliminary plans 
Dec. 1/81 - Final plans circulated 
Dec. 9/81 - Approved by Committee 


S & J Foods - south-east corner of Nebo Road and 
Hempstead Drive 


Aug. 18/81 - Application made with preliminary plans 
Sept. 2/81 - Final plans circulated 
Sept.30/81 - Approved by Committee 


Union Gas - south-east corner of Upper Ottawa Street 
and Kilbride Street 


Jul. 21/81 - Application made 
Jul. 22/81 - Plans circulated 
Aug. 19/81 - Approved by Committee 


Graphic Design Consultant - south-west corner of Nebo 
Road and Lancing Drive 


Jun. 25/81 - Application made with preliminary plans 
Jul. 9/81 - Final plans circulated 
Jul. 22/81 - Approved by Committee 


Ontario Hydro - south-west corner of Nebo Road and 
Kilbride Street 


Jun. 17/81 - Application made with preliminary plans 
Jun. 26/81 - Met with agent to discuss comments 

Jul. 14/81 - Final plans circulated 

Aug. 19/81 - Approved by Committee 


Fortino's - south-east corner of Nebo Road and Lancing 
Drive 


Jun. 15/81 - Application made with preliminary plans 
Jul. 10/81 - Met with applicant to discuss comments 
Sept.21/81 - Received and circulated Final Plans 
Oct. 14/81 - Approved by Committee 


Note: Processing delayed by applicant in resubmission 
of final plans. 


Processing 


Period in Months 


3/4 


Vv 


2 1/4 


Processing 
Period in Months 


DA 81-32 Mr. B. Savage - north-west corner of Nebo Road and Lancing 


DA 81-21 


DA 81-11 


Drive 


Jun. 
Jul. 
Nov. 
Nov. 


Note: 


4/81 
14/81 
4/8] 
25/81 


Application made with preliminary plans 5 3/4 
Met with applicant to discuss comments 

Received and circulated Final Plans 

Approved by Committee 


Processing delayed by applicant in resubmission 
of final plans. 


Domglass - Hempstead Drive 


Mar. 
Apr. 


May 
May 


Jun. 
Note: 


Feb. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
Apr. 
Apr. 


25/8) 
28/81 

7/81 
22/81 
17/8) 


Application (unsigned) made with preliminary plan 3 
Met with applicant to discuss comments 

Received and circulated Final Plans 

Received revised plans 

Approved by Committee 


Processing delayed by applicant in resubmission and 
revision of final plans. 


Progress Construction - 45 Nebo Road 


9/81 
aay EN | 
3/81 
4/81 
20/81 
1/81 
9/81 
15/81 


Application made with preliminary plans 21/4 
Met with J. Wannop to discuss comments 

Met with owners to discuss comments 

Final plans circulated 

Revised plans circulated 

Tabled at Committee meeting 

Revised plans circulated 

Approved by Committee 
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